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1
Introduction

Ericsson submitted the contribution R3-021734 to the RAN3 #30 meeting, aiming to correct the ambiguity that exists in the procedure text of the Error Indication procedure. The contribution was discussed but not concluded, and it was agreed to initiate an email discussion.

From the contribution: "The current text in the Error Indication procedure is ambiguous, as it does not clearly states that only one RNTI shall be included in the Error Indication message which is sent using connectionless mode. More than one RNTI could in fact cause ambiguities which UE context this belongs to and this was never intended when including the RNTI in the Error Indication, please see RNSAP CR408R1 approved at RAN3#21"

During the discussion, the intention of this CR was not challenged: only one RNTI shall  be included.

As minuted in RAN3 #30:

In connectionless procedures:

EI sent from DRNC to SRNC (i.e. error in DL Signaling transfer)

Send S-RNTI if D-RNTI is valid

Send D-RNTI if D-RNTI is invalid

EI sent from SRNC to DRNC (i.e. error in UL signaling transfer)

Send D-RNTI if S-RNTI is valid

Send S-RNTI if S-RNTI is invalid
Question 1:  Shall this implicit intent be explicitly corrected in Release 99, as proposed by Ericsson in the above mentioned contribution?

Question 2: (From the RAN3 #30 minutes) How to handle if two RNTIs are included in the Error Indication-This should occur only if both RNTIs are included (and hence available) in the message. Exploration of criticality diagnostics is helpful for this problem.

Question 2 relates to how to determine if the RNC should be in SRNC role or DRNC role when interpreting the received Error Indication message. Is the criticality diagnostics analysis a sufficient and efficient way?

2
Discussion

Yann responded by trying to clarify the meaning of the “Invalid RNTI“:

Either:

1) No context exist for the indicated RNTI, or

2) association between RNTIs contained in the message is wrong for the entity receiving the triggering message (RNC2). This case only arises if both RNTIs are present in the triggering message.

In the first case above, only the indicated RNTI  in the triggering message can be included in the ERROR INDICATION message sent back to RNC1. 

In the second case, for instance in the case where the RNC2 is an DRNC, the SRNTI included in the triggering message is not identical to the SRNTI that exist in the DRNC context, so there are two SRNTIs that could be included in the EI message. 

However, it was concluded (Erik, Yann and Nicolas, ...) that the SRNTI that was included in the triggering message should be included in the EI message.

Yann also proposed to include both RNTIs in the EI message in the second case above, reasoning that would give more information about the nature of error, e.g. the case 1 and 2 above could be distinguished.

Whether, how to distinguish the role of the RNC if both RNTIs are included, Yann proposed to use the the "Procedure Id" IE and of the "Triggering Message" IE in the "Criticality Diagnostics" IE,  although it not that efficient.

Itaba’s opinion was that only one RNTI shall be included (according to the section Introduction, highlighed text with bold). This is also Alberto’s opinion.

Furthermore, there were some discussions on in which cases, the dubble-RNTI case is valid. It was concluded that this is only valid for the UL SIGNALLING TRANSFER REQUEST message. Also that the current discussion is only related to connection-less mode of signalling.

Nicolas’s opinion is that the current specification is clear and his underatnding is according to the section Introduction above (highlited text) but agreed that in the case of UL SIGNALLING TRANSFER where both RNTIs are avalable which this leaves room for different interpretation, and potential interoperbility problem.

Woonhee mentioned that it is not a problem to include both RNTIs in the Error Indication as the response to the UL SIGNALLING TRANSFER. Erik responded that this will cause confusion in the DRNC as it doesn’t know which part of the RNC, i.e. DRNC or SRNC to route the message. As pointed out earlier, it is possible analys the Criticality Diagnostics IE to find out the rule of the RNC. Erik also responded that some implementation will include one RNTI and some both, this will cause interoperability problem as it had been discussed previously.

3
Conclusion

No conclusion on how and in which release clarify the issue. However, it seems that the underatanding of the majority of companies is that the behaviour should be according to what is stated in the highlighted text in Introduction section above. Further discussion on how to procedd is needed.

